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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is in response to Application No. 10/533,677 filed on 
4/29/2005. The amendment presented on 2/27/2009, which cancels claims 17 and 21, 
amends claims 1-16, 18-20 and 22, and adds claim 23, is hereby acknowledged. Claims 
1-16, 18-20, 22 and 23 have been examined. 

Claim Objections 

2. The amendment presented on 2/27/2009 providing change to the claims is noted. 
All prior objections to the claims are hereby withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. The amendment presented on 2/27/2009 cancelling claim 21 and amends claim 
22 obviates the outstanding 35 USC 101 rejections, and they are hereby withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "the apparatus" in line 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1 -1 1 and 1 8-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Siegel etal. (hereinafter Siegel)(U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0143961 A1) in 
view of Alonso et al. (hereinafter Alonso)(U.S. Patent No. 6,434,700 B1), and further in 
view of Cosic (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0065662). 

Regarding claim 1 , Siegel teaches as follows: 

a device (PMT server 10 in figure 1 and 2) configured to control access to 
databases (database 14 in figure 2, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0027]) storing 
personal profiles (PMT protocol controls access to each piece of data within a user 
profile, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0021]) by a plurality of remote entities (user 56, 
service provider 54 in figure 2) within a telecommunication network (network 50 in figure 
2, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0027]) supporting a plurality of services, the device 
comprising: 

a first plurality of databases (multiple databases, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph 
[0028]) and interfaces (Ul logic 28, PMT protocol 12 and PMT server 10 in figure 1) for 
managing and centrally controlling access, from any of said remote entities to said first 
plurality of databases and to a second plurality of databases (see, e.g., page 2, 
paragraph [0024]), said interfaces comprising: 

a plurality of application interfaces (Ul logic 28 in figure 1) configured to allow 
access to the first and second plurality of databases by said plurality of remote entities 
(web devices 32 and WAP devices 30 in figure 1) and configured to manage different 
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mechanisms for accessing databases (Ul logic facilitates interactions between the 
deferent type of users with the PMT server, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0026]), 

an authentication unit (authentication mechanism 19 in figure 2) configured to 
identify said remote entities (see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0027]), and 

an authorization unit configured to authorize said remote entities to use said 
adapters, by verifying essential requirements and the management of a corresponding 
authorization to use (getPermission operation, see, e.g., page 4, paragraph [0050]). 

Siegel does not teach the account unit for tracking the accesses to databases. 

Alonso teaches as follows: 

a method and apparatus for allowing users to use computer networks with other 
authentication and authorization mechanism (see, e.g., col. 5, lines 46-57); 

an Access Control Server (ACS) provides a central point of control for the 
management of multiple security services and network devices and provides 
Authorization, Authentication and Accounting (AAA server is well-known for one of 
ordinary skill in the art) functions for a managed network (see, e.g., col. 5, line 60 to col. 
6, line 5); and 

the user profile information includes authentication information and accounting 
information related to what the user has done or is doing can be stored in the relational 
database for billing and security auditing (see, e.g., col. 6, lines 22-29). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Siegel to include the accounting information by utilizing the well- 
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known AAA functions as taught by Alonso in order to efficiently calculate the billing 
information based on the access information. 

Siegel in view of Alonso do not teach of a plurality of adapters configured to allow 
access to the first and second plurality of databases, each adapter configured to 
manage a corresponding database typology. 

Cosic teaches as follows: 

a universal data management interface (UDMI) system includes a processing 
system that executes instructions to generate a visual interface through which a user 
can access, manage, and manipulate data on plural different types of remote databases 
(see, e.g., page 1, paragraph [0012]); 

a UDMI that includes a processing system that executes instructions to connect 
to multiple standard database management systems and to allow multiple users to 
access, manage, and manipulate data within each of the multiple standard database 
management systems (see, e.g., page 1, paragraph [0014]); and 

the multiple standard database management systems includes one or more of 
Oracle, MSSQL Server, SyBase, Informix, DB2, dBase, mSQL, mySQL and any other 
standard database management system (see, e.g., page 1, paragraph [0014]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Cosic with Siegel in view of Alonso to include a universal data 
management interface (UDMI) in order to efficiently interface different type of 
databases. 
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Regarding claim 2, Siegel in view of Alonso and Cosic teach all the limitation of 
claim as presented above per claim 1 . 
Alonso further teaches as follows: 

the ACS communicates with a relational database to simplify the storage of user 
profile information against which users are authenticated and the user profile 
information includes authentication information and accounting information related to 
what the user has done or is doing can be stored in the relational database for billing 
and security auditing (see, e.g., col. 6, lines 22-29). 

Therefore, Alonso inherently teaches storing all user activity including access 
times and data exchanged during access. 

Regarding claim 3, Siegel teaches as follows: 

plurality of services comprises Voice over IP or multimedia or internet services 
(the service provider many be an Internet service provider (ISP) which customers 
access via the Internet (see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0029]). 

Regarding claim 4, Cosic teaches as follows: 

each of the plurality of adapters allows access to the plurality of first and second 
databases independently from a technology of the particular database (a UDMI that 
includes a processing system that executes instructions to connect to multiple standard 
database management systems and to allow multiple users to access, manage, and 
manipulate data within each of the multiple standard database management systems 
(see, e.g., page 1 , paragraph [0014]). Therefore it is rejected for similar reason as 
presented above in claim 1 . 



Application/Control Number: 10/533,677 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2454 

Regarding claim 5, Siegel teaches as follows: 

the access to the application interfaces (Ul logic 28 in figure 1 ) corresponds to at 
least one of a plurality of authorization contained in an XML descriptor (the Ul logic 
facilitates interactions between the web devices (32 in figure 1) with the PMT server, 
see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0026], wherein the web devices rely upon a web browser). 
Therefore, the Ul logic supporting web browser inherently includes an XML descriptor. 

Regarding claim 6, Siegel teaches as follows: 

each of the interfaces allows the access to one of the plurality of first and second 
databases via one of a trusted application interfaces and an untrusted application 
interface, wherein the trusted application interface is used wherein access is requested 
by an authorized applications, and wherein the untrusted application interface is used 
when access is requested by an unknown applications (Ul logic facilitates interactions 
between the deferent type of users with the PMT server, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph 
[0026]). 

Regarding claims 7-10, Siegel teaches as follows: 

each of the interfaces allows the access to one of the plurality of first and second 
databases in a read mode (equivalent to read access), a write mode (equivalent to write 
access) or a search mode (equivalent to availability access)(type of access, see, e.g., 
page 3, paragraph [0033]). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Siegel teaches as follows: 

each of the plurality of first databases contains user profile information (the user 
profile includes user name, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0031] and figure 4). 
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Regarding claims 18 and 22, Siegel in view of Alonso and Cosic teach all 
limitations of claim as presented above per claims 1 and 3. 

Regarding claim 19, Siegel in view of Alonso and Cosic teach all limitations of 
claim as presented above per claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 20, Siegel in view of Alonso and Cosic teach all limitations of 
claim as presented above per claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 23, Siegel teaches as follows: 

the second plurality of databases (multiple database can be interpreted as the 
applicant's second plurality of database, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0028]) is located 
separately from the device (database 14 in figure 2 is located separately from the server 
10 in figure 2, see, e.g., figure 2). 

8. Claims 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Siegel et al. (hereinafter Siegel)(U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0143961 A1) in view of Alonso et 
al. (hereinafter Alonso)(U.S. Patent No. 6,434,700 B1), Cosic (U.S. Pub. No. 
2003/0065662), and further in view of Cai et al. (hereinafter Cai)(U.S. Pub. No. 
2001/001 6880 A1). 

Regarding claims 12-15, Siegel in view of Alonso and Cosic teach all limitations 
of claim except for the user profile comprising service profile and terminal profile. 
Cai teaches as follows: 

user profile comprises identity, personal data, preferences, subscribed services 
and used terminals (user profile in figure 3, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0050]); 
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databases contain information characterizing a service in terms of service profile 
(service profile in figure 3, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0052]); 

service profile comprises information characterizing the configuration of services 
for different users (see, e.g., page 4, paragraph [0062] and figure 8); and 

databases contain information characterizing the terminals used in said 
multimedia and/or telecommunication service network (device profile in figure 3, see, 
e.g., page 3, paragraph [0051]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Siegel in view of Alonso to include a profile manager comprising a 
user profile, service profile and device profile as taught by Cai in order to efficiently 
provide proper service based on user and device profiles. 

Regarding claim 16, Siegel teaches Ul logic (28 in figure 1) supporting wireless 
users (36 in figure 1) equipped with WAP devices (30 in figure 1). Therefore Cai's 
device profile inherently includes applicant's static characteristic and dynamic 
characteristic of the WAP devices, wherein the static characteristic can be interpreted 
as a device ID and the dynamic characteristic can be interpreted as a current location 
as well-known for one of ordinary skill in the art. 

Regarding claim 17, Siegel in view of Alonso, Cosic and Cai teach all limitations 
of claim as presented above per claims 1 and 16. 

Response to Arguments 
9. Applicant's arguments filed 2/27/2009, with respect to claims 1-16,1 8-20, 22 and 
23 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

1 0. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEONG S. PARK whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1597. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:00 - 3:30 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan Flynn can be reached on 571-272-1915. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/533,677 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2454 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/J. S. P.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2454 
June 11, 2009 

/Nathan J. Flynn/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2454 



